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Dear Ms. Sharpe:
Draft Recovery Plan
Waianae Plant Cluster
Waianae, Oahu
The Draft Recovery Plan for the Waianae Plant Cluster submitted by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) identifies 31 listed endangered plant taxa that are present
in the Waianae region of Oahu. The document addresses protection and management
strategies of these species and their habitat The ultimate objective is to downlist the 31
endangered plant taxa to threatened status.
We have reviewed this document with the assistance of Charles Lamoureux, Lyon
Arboretum; and Malia Akutagawa of the Environmental Center.
Superficial Planning
The Draft Recovery Plan is extremely convoluted and difficult to comprehend. The
contents of the plan appear to result from a rigid framework requiring detailed cost figures
over a twenty-year period and a treadmill-like schedule mandated by the national USFWS
office. Our reviewers suggest that the actual motivation behind such a plan is to meet a
bureaucratic requirement rather than to build strategies to responsibly and realistically
preserve endangered species and ecosystems. A more meaningful approach should be taken
to fulfill this bureaucratic requirement and at the same time obtain funding for management
of Hawaii's rare plants.
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Sparse Information on Endangered Species. No Basis for Recovell Plan
Information on Waianae's endangered plant species is inadequate. We strongly
suspect that botanists were not consulted during the develoment of this plan.
In our opinion, the stepdown approach is ineffective in saving species. A proper
approach would be to first monitor existing populations, identify threats to each species,
then develop a plan for each individual species. Implementation of any action for an
endangered species without monitoring is brash and simplistic. For example, to undertake
ungulate control without concurrently monitoring and controlling weed proliferation would
be potentially disastrous.
Methods advocated by Uoyd Loope and colleagues in their draft Maui Cluster Plan
serve as a good alternative model for this plan. To make this document "reviewable",
sections must be drafted in a species-specific format Knowledge of the plants and proposed
preservation strategies should focus on species separately, rather than collectively. In this
manner, reviewers may respond readily to what is best for the recovery of one particular
species, rather than making blanket assertions for all 31 plants.
Generic descriptive material such as island-wide or statewide threats should be dealt
with in a consolidated manner, either one write-up for statewide recovery or on an island-
by-island basis.
Unrealistic Budget and Lack of Agency Involvement
The budgetary figures presented in this plan are unfounded in reality. It is frightening
that a $25 million budget has been constructed based on so little information about the
plants themselves. There is no provision whatsoever for a basic biological assessment of the
probable limiting factors for each species. Almost all actions listed as priority #1 are
management oriented. Actions involving research are listed as priority #2. It would be a
waste of time and taxpayers' money to allocate funding towards mitigating various threats
to species prior to conducting a detailed evaluation of these threats that requires more than
the sketchy evaluations appearing in the listing packages.
With the recovery plan as is, the best way to predict costs would be to simply
estimate an average of $500,000-$1,000.000 per species over a twenty year time-frame.
Recovery of some of the plant species would likely require much less than these estimated
figures; but until a meaningful biological evaluation is made, no meaningful figure can be
produced.
USFWS' involvement in all of these preservation plans is a paltry less than twenty
percent Why have the agencies identified in this document not been involved in this
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process? At this point, USFWS is making "commitments" which no one has contributed to.
Does USFWS honestly expect the Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR) to
come up with the money it has identified. The entire approach lacks credibility.
Miscellaneous
The word "taxa" cannot be used as a singular noun (see p. 5).
Is the cited literature specifically authoritative? For instance, on page 18: "Feral
pigs have been in the Waianae Mountains for 150 years and ... (Stone 1985)."
No efforts have been made to update information, e.g., Patty Welton's thesis must
have contained some useful information for the drafting of this document
Summary
Essentially, the Recovery Plan is not a plan. It has no basis in reality but rather is
a wish list The drafters of this document are merely keeping USFWS in compliance with
a court order to identify all endangered species.
The recovery of Hawaii's endangered plants requires a species-specific evaluation of
individual life cycles of each plant, direct threats to each plant's existence, and particular
strategies that will ensure each one's survival.
Thank you for the opportunity to review this Draft Recovery Plan.
Jo T. Harrison
nvironmental Coordinator
cc: OEQC
Roger Fujioka
Charles Lamoureux
Malia Alrutagawa
